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CHAPTER I
' BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

.Introduction

A rated officer is a commissioned officer of the
United States Air Force‘who has completed undergraduate fly-
ing training (UFT) and has been awarded the aeronautical
rating of'either'navigator or pilof. The subject of rated
officer retention is of immediate concern in the United States
. Air Force. In the words of Genefal Lew Allen,'Chief of Staff,
United. States Ai; Force: |
. we face an extremely serious problem in the
retentionr of rated personnel. The exodus of young
pilots and navigators has affected every aspect of
our force planning. These departures will be felt
well into the future [21 3]. 4
As long as aircraft continue to be included in the
Uﬁited States military arsenal and as long as aircraft continue
to be used as instruments to carry out national policy and iﬁ-
sure ﬁational secprity, the Air Ferce'wi}l contiﬂue to need -
._pilots{ The need for pilots is likely to reﬁein eritical‘for |
some time. According to pilot contihuation'rates furnishe&
be the Air Force Manpower and Pereonnel Ceﬁter (AFM?C), as of
- June 1980, for .every . 100 pilote now in their sixfh year of
service, only 35 are expected to be in the Air Force by the

end of their’ eleventh year. (32 7) (see Table I). Similar .
o . g
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TABLE 1
 Pilot Retention (32:7)

- (6th fhrough 11th Year
Continuation Rates)’

Period Ending Continuation Rate
June 1976 | . " s1.9
SeDtember‘1976 ’ : ‘ 50.6
sarch 1977  52.2
June 1977_' | ; 1 48.5
September 1977 3 47.9
March 1..3 - 46.3
June 1978 - | 43.8
September 1978 | ' : 38.5
March 1979 o 0 30.2
June 1979 o . 26.9
Septenber 1979 E 1- .i5.7,
December 1979 | | - 27.5
March 1980 o | N L 8
June 1980 o 7 3508

statistics from AFMPC slso revgtl‘a probie; in the,navigaior
_fofée. ICOntinuationw:;tes'as.of June 1989 révpal'thit for

evéfy 1bo nafigitors'in'their'sixth year of service, only 51»
could be expected to remain by,thg end of their eleventh year

(32:8) (see Table II).




TABLE II
Navigator Retention (32:8)

(6th through 11th Year
Continuation Rates)

Period Ending ' ' Continuation Rate
September 1976 | - 57.9
March 1977 ‘ 56.4
June 1977 - | | ‘ " 52.8
September 1977 . | | - 49.3
March 1978 - ' | 53.6
June 1978 56.1
September 1978 , 53.0
March 1979 | 43.3
June 1979 | | 41.1
Sericember 1979 , l . 44.4
December 1979 . ' 49.3
March 1980 | | 50.2

‘June 1980 . | s

- Backgrbund
= A combination of low Undergraduate Flying Traihihg
. rates and sharply 1hcreasing losses has generated a rapid

trun;ition from rated persounel overages to projected deficits.

As of.30,Soptenber’1979..tﬁe active pilot force was 1,300 -

ﬁilots.short of Air'Fofcd reduirenents. If the current reten- -

. tion trends prevail;‘tho Alr Force invéntory.shdrtago may very

g

1
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TABLE III
Navigator Shortfall (31)

Fiscal Year a | Shortfall

1980 - | -269

1981 - R 3 31 i
1982 o - - -4

isss - ' - -934

1984 | | -810

1985 | - E -482

1986 a o164

welltexceed 3,000 by 1984. Although navigafor lossés'havp

- been less dramatic, deficits of approximately 900 are possiblé
by the-mid-1980's_(33£3). ‘Personnel specialists af AFMPC con-
cede that navigator re;ource management between FY 81-83 will

be difficult (31:51). Thé~current naViggtof‘éhortfall, the

result of high losses and low Undergraduate Navigator Train-

ing (UNT) production, is projected fo_continue thtoﬁéh,the
Five-Year Defense Plan (FYDP) (see Table III). The problem
has becoié'so acute that the Rgtéd‘Manigencnt'Planﬁing,Group
‘(RHPG) was formed by the Air Force in November 1979 to spear-
head efforts to reduce the projected deficits. _

This theiis concentrated on the problem of rated offi-
cer retention. More specificaily. this thesis examined ihe
specific factors influéﬂéing the turnovér of junior rated
>o£f1cer3.' For the purpose bf'this‘thosis, a junidr ritc@i




officer was defined to be either a piiot or navigacorfwith
between six and eleven years total active federal military’
service (TAFMS). For'the purpose§ of this thesis; tornover
ras defined as the voluntary separation of an iﬁdividuéilfrom
the Air Force. That is, an individual makes the decision to
IEave the Air Force for employment in other areas.?'The per-
ceptions of Junlor USAF rated officers, pllots and navxgators
with eleven years or less TAFMS were surveyed to test whether

these factors were significant reasons promptxng.voluntary

separation from the Air Force.

Literature Review

Personnel management of the USAF.officer structure is
- affected by the fact that the Air Force is a closed system.
The Air Force does not recruit qualified people for middle
-and hzgher ‘level managenent positions as does pr1v-te 1ndustry.
Therefore, the Air Force must groom and tra1n 1ts own leaders
from within the existing officer corps. In fact, all officers
are treated as if they will one day have - to £111 senior com-

mand positions.. The whole-mar concept is off1c1311y described

in The USAF Personnel Plan, Total Objoctive Plan for Line
Officers (ropunm ' ‘

The Air Force must continue to produce officers whose
interests and compatabilities become broader as they
become more senjor in grade, and move up the levels:
of staff and command. This is an inherent function
of a closed personnel systex that must produce its
own leaders. . . . It is an important aspect of
TOPLINE that all career officers should have equal,

competitive opportunity to reach higher rnnks and
responsibilities [39: Section l.p 3].




Under the whole-man coﬁcept all officers are expected
to perform well in some basic Air Force specialty while demon-
strating the potentiai to progress in levels of responsibility
as well as the ability to perform well in more than one func-
tional area.. This whole-man concept has resulted in a com-
petitive up-or-out policy which has the purpose of providing
at each grade more officers who .are qualified to serve in the
next grade than the billets require. Under this policy used
by the Air Force, an officer nmust, at set intervals, advance
in grade or be forced from active duty by involuntary retire-
ment or discharge. Thé Defense Manpower Comﬁissipn (DMC) was
created by Congressional decree in November 1973 to inyesti—
gate ways of reducing manpower dollars without impairing the
national abhility to meet defense commitments throughcut the
next decade. In the spring of 1976, the DMC concluded its
study on the United States Armed Forces structure, training,
utilization, and management. The DMC was especially critical
' of the up-or-out policy:

“This has been one of the most contrdQersialbsubjects
in the personnel management arena. Its application
as a force management and particularly ss a force
reduction tool has created morale problems, particu-
larly within the officer ranks, and has caused person-
nel turbulence and personal hardship. The basic
argument with this concept is that it is failure
oriented. It gives the message to service members
who are not selected for promotion that they can no
longer contribute to the mission. It is inconceiv-
able that a service member who had been screened. -
many times during his 1life by other promotion boards,
and by other evaluations is suddenly of no further

value to his service simply because the service does .
not have enough promotions to go around (10:261].




Stemming from the whole-man concept and the up-or-out
policy is the need for career broadening by a rated officer to

make him1

competitive in the promotion cycles. Career broad-
ening, commonly referred to as rated supplement duty, is
typicaily the situation in which rated‘officers perform non-
rated duties in pursuit of academic degrees and professional
military education as well as the daily responsibilitieés found
in support career areas. The rated supplement is composed of
rated officers, lieutenant colonel and below, who are quali-
fied for flight duty (35:70). The purpose is to provide the
Air Force a means cf ;toring its wartime assets, pilots and
navigators, while continuing to career bfoaden the rated

officer and further his executive development. Additicnally, .;
the Air Force is able to makg use of rated expertise in various
nonrated areas. There are currently 44 support career areas
.‘oPen'to the.rated officer in addition to the program offer-

ing advanced'aéhdelié degrees;and professional military edu-
cation. The higﬂast number. of rated officers assigned to ‘rated
supplement dupy was 7,712'at the end oleY 1976. At the end of
FY i9§0 thdre'were i,l?& ;s:;gnad to ratgd supplenent duty, and -
'the projection for the end of Ff 1981 wns'Z,IOS,(SS:WO). The

vl Kk & ek B

perception of rated'éfficer: that career broadening is esseh-

o

tial under the hp~or-out system was voiced by General Russell

- ease of communication. However, both male and female are in-
cluded, anq no slighting of the female is intended.

7

1Throughout this thesis, the nascuiino is u%ed for
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E. Dougherty while serving'as Commander-in-Chief of the
Strategic Air Command:
. I have heard a certain complaint from yocung offi-

cer crew members. . . cften enough to disturb me greatly,
and to prompt me to discuss it with you. Theé phrase

goes something like this: "I've just got to get off
this combat crew soon, get some PME and get a good staff
job, or 1'11 never get promoted." I have talked about

this with the Chief of Stafrf, Personnel, USAF -- we
agree that ., . . this concern must be addtessed [9:3)

Portioﬁs of the~up-or'oug policy have been addressed
by several reseafchers over the past decade. ﬁajor Albert H.
Schroetel served a tour 6f duty at.Heédquarters USAF, Députy
Chief of Staff for Personnel, Directorate cf Personnel Plans,
Sefore attending Air Command aﬁd,Staff College (ACSC) in.1977.
In his ACSC research paper, "A Cost Comparison of Alternative
Personnel Management Systems for USAF Officers,” he examined
alterthives to the current promotion'systen fion a life cycle
cost bagis rather than from only the bagis of current budget
year costs.' Major Schroetel realized a major motivation to
change the cutrént rystem is the savingé that result in.the:
Defense Budget for military personnel. Using cbnpute: simu-
lation modeis, he.neasﬁred'the savings thafinight“resulg.in
ihe pefensefnudget §y eli-;naiihz,tho'up-or-o@t promotion
policy Qnd permitting all regular captains who have been
deferred for promotion to nijor'ﬁo remain on active duty as
captaihs and ;etire at the'zo-year'-nrk. Schroetel found that-
if the Up;ofwout system were elininited, significant savings
‘would be reilized By'thé Air Force ih retaining pilots who

had been passed over for ﬁfomotion to major. 'Savings with




regard fo navigators was minimal (26).

| Major Byron L.‘Benne;t, in another ACSC research
paper:in 1976. determined that elimination of the up-or-out
policy would be advantageous in the case of rated officers.

However, the training costs of rated officers would need to

~overconme the life cycle cost of higher base pay and retirement

. costs resulting from allow1ng these personnel to remzin on

active duty after failing to advance in grade. Major Bennett

recommended a ""dual track' system for pilots and navigators.

 He further recommended: "The 'up-or-out' promotion system

should be modified to allow selected pilots and navigators
who are performing well in primary duties to remain at that
duty [3:22]."

Another ACSC research effort in 1974 by MaJor Stephen

~ F. Altick and Major Richard L. Speros criticized the whole-man

. concept. Ra;her'than basing their conclusions in dollars and

cents'terms, these authors considered costs in terms of the

v expertise,and-experience lost to the fighting arm of the Air

Force. The_whole-msn coucept was found overly expensive in
the four tactical-fighter wings sampled. ihey concluded thar
the-Air'Force cannot afford the luxury of making esch.conbat
ready aircrew member a well-rounded, versatile niiitary'per-
'forler withour seriously affecting the experience level'of_a
tactical flying unit (2). -

Eariier ACSC’ studies sre predoninately qualitative

argunonts snd genoraily hold thst the current personnel manage-

ment philosophy is costly. One rosearuhor wrote.

-9
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While these costs do not represent the fﬁil cost of
replacement, it is still easy to see that for just one-
year group of pilots and navigators, over 94 million
dollars in new training will be lost. In this age of
austerity and rising costs, these losses cannot be
tolerated {12:91. :
Another researcher added: "It is clear that replacing an offi-
cer that is released because of 'up-or-out' is very expensive.
As never before, the Air Force must conserve dollars . . .
[6:25]."
| The belief that the up-or-out system is wasteful is
not unique to ACSC students. Examples of this concern appear

in the Defense Officer Pe.ssonnel Management Actf(DOPMA)‘hear-

ings. "An Air Force Times article reported thatéduring DOPMA
hearings before the Senate Armed Services Subcoﬁ#itteu, |
Chairman Sam Nunn strongly criticizcd'up~or~outf(28:3).
Countless additional studies of the Aifqurce's pér-
sonnel system and its effect on rated retention ﬁéve-been
documented. The results of a récépt indépéndént siudy pre-
s?nted to the Anerican Psychological As#dciatibn were quoted
" as evxdence that pilots leave the Air Force bccause they are
not allowed to fly enough (40.1).1 The researchers contend
" that Air ForceApilot attrition problems are caused by poor
job satisfaction brought on by a de-emphasis ot the actual .
flying portion of theif”jdbs. The studyArecégnized'piiot
‘attrition could not be reduced by one o: two-simﬁle solutions
such as higher pay or increased benefits. The soiution is
more complex and involves pefsonnel.nanagement policies as .

well as those issues directly relatad to iéadership.

10




1dent1fxed by Blackburn and Johnson were:

management, and supervision. The researcher went on to say:
Much of the dissatisfaction of Air Force pilots in
flying jobs is with such things as additional duties,
pressures to cobtain additionazl education, pressures
to broaden into non-flying career fields and lack of
opportunity for promction in flying jobs [40:23].

The. more general subject of personnel turnover was
treated in an Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) thesis
in 1978 by MaJOr Ronald L. Blackburn, and Captaln Randall L.
Johnson. These researchers deyeloped a model describing the
turnover of junicr officers in the Air Force (4). The model
devoloped by Blackburn and Johnson will be employed as the

basic framework for this research effort dealing with Air

' Force pilots and navigators. The data collection instrument

for their thesis was the 1977 United States Air Force Quality

of Air Force Life Active Duty Air Force Personnel Survey.

Blackburn and Johnson Mo¢g£

Blackburn and Johnson attempted to determine if the

relationships between the determinants, intervening variableQ'

and turnover; as presented in tﬁe reiated~1iterature, held,
when applied to the turnover of young officers in the Air

Force. Based on their lxterature search, they proposed a

model composed of the 1ntervening var1ab1es,~expectat1ons, job

sat1sfactlon ‘and opportunity, and ten determ1nant variables

of turnover (4:35) (see Fxg. 1) The determinant variables

age, tenure, pay,

promotzon, peer group 1ntegration. role clarity, job autonomy,‘

and respons1b111ty, task repetitiveness. satisfaction with

11
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supervisorv style, and similarity of job and interests (4:40).
Although proposed in their conceptual model; the relationship-
- between the two determinants, task repetitiveness and simi-
larity of job and interest;, and turnover was not statisti-

cally tested in their research.

Gulick and Laakman Model

. The thesis completed by Captain Clyde Gulick and
Major Henry E. Laakman in 1980 at AFIT deserves special men-
tion at this junction.- Their "Analysis of Factors Influen-
cing the Turnover of United States Air Force Pilots in the
Six to Eleven Year Group' employed linear regression to
analyze the relationship among eleven determinants and career
intent. Their thesis ba51ca11y was an effort. to validate ‘the

model proposed'by Blackburn and Johnson as it applied to USAF

pilots as well as an effort to identify the most statistically

significant determinant of'turnover. ‘Gulick and Laakman used
data from the Officer Exit Survey for October, November,
December 1978, and January, February, March 1979 to obtain
their sample data. They found assignment polic1es of the Air
Force to be the major factor pushing pilots in the six to '
eleven year group out of ‘the Air Force '15)

‘ Our thesis was an effort to build on the model pro-
vided by Gulick and Laakman with two notable changes (see
Fig. 2). First, we analyzed factors affecting not only the

turnover of pilots in the six to eleven year group. but navi-

gators as ‘well, Socondly, a 1arger data base composed of alll‘
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valid Officer Exit_éurvey teplieS'from pilots and navigators
in the six.to eleven year,group for the period May 1979
‘through December 1980 was used. The same definitions employed
oy Gulick and'Leakmahffor the intervening tariables and deter-
minants of turnover were duplicated in this theéis and are

presented in subsequent paragraphs.

Intervening Variables'

Expectations. Each hember of an organization brings
certain expectations to his job and overall satisfaction will
be determined by the extent to which. the rewards provided by _
his job meet his expectat1ons.

The concept of met ‘expectations may be viewed as the
dxscrepancy between what a person encounters on the
job in the way of positive and negative experiences
and what he expected to encounter {25:152].
Each 1nd1v1dua1 w111 perte1ve his expectations as being met
to dxfferent degrees.

Job‘Satisfaction. Job satisfaction has an invetse

relationship with turnover; as satisfaction increases, tura-
over decreases. Job satisfaction is defined os-", « « the
degree to which members of a social system have a positive

affective orientet;on toverd membership in the systen [25 156] "

Opportunity. Opportunxty can be viewed as the avail-

ability of various alternative job opportunities." In the ca<e
of Air Force pilots, for example, the opportunity may exist

for employment by the commercial eirlines (15: 6)

Deterninants of Turnover

%
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4
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R
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Tenure. Tenure is defined as the up or out: nenagenent
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system. This was mandated by the Congress in 1947 with the

passage of the Officer Personnel Act. The concept has been

discussed previously in this thesis and no further discussion

is necessary (15:7).
Pay. Pay is defined in this study to include medical
‘and dental benefits, salary, flight pay, annual pay increases
due to inflation, retirement benefits, exchange and commis-
‘sary privileges, and so on (15:8-9) | |
Promotion. Promotion . . . represents the indi-
- vidual"s perceived level of, and equity of, opportunity
for upward movement in military rank and/or opportunity
for a position within the organization with greater
~ prestige, power, or responsibility [4:38].
Promotion opportunity is a basic component of the military
promotion system and is directly related to the up-or-out

system while being compounded by Congressional grade and

ceiling strengths. Problems in this area have been voiced by

Senator Sam Nunn, Chairnan of the: Senate Armed Serv1ces Sub-
committee on Manpower Personnel:

+« » . many good people are lost to the services because
they reach a point at which thez are not competitive
for promotion but still are hig ly qualifxed 1n their
speciality.

‘ There must be a wey to keep these pecple on active
duty past the point at which they would be forced out
by failure to be promoted. There must be a way to use
their skills for a longer span of time [8:39].

Peer Group Integggtion. Peer group 1ntegratioﬁ is

the extent of participation in a cohesive and rewarding work

group (25:71).

Role Clarity. Role clarity results from a ", . ..

cloee,congruence of an iﬁdividuel!s expectations and eEiﬁei
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requirements of the job [4:16]."

Job'Autonomy and Responsibility. Gulick and Laakman

felt both of these factors involved higher order needs such

as selfqulfiilment.

In the case of pilots the authors believe job autonomy
and responsibility are affected by policies dealing
with unstable flight schedules, additional duties,
-long duty hours, lack of opportunities to demonstrate
initiative, and lack of authorxty to carry out respon-
sibilities [15 1231.

This definition is kept 1ntact for purposes of this research
and is extended to include navxgators as well.

Satisfaction with Supervisory Style. This factor is

defined as the perceptidn of satisfaction with leadership and
- supervision. |
These aspects include: supervisor has employee inter-
ests and those of Air Force at heart; supervisor is
~~approachable and helpful; supervisor has good knowledge
“of the job [15:13].

Air Force Assignment Policies. Gulick and Laakman

proposed using essiznnent policies and past assignments as
‘determinants of turnover. Assignment policies en&’pest assign-
_ments are conceptunlly similar to the similarity of job inter-
'ests theme discussed by Blackburn and Johnson. These two
determinants of turnover were operationally defined_for;tﬁe ' '

- purpose of research to mean the Air ﬁorce_personnel cssignnent

process (15:13). ' : : L o . !

Family Considerations. Gulick and Laskman also -added -

family considerations as a determinant of turnover. Family

[P PTE I P

.'considerations include such thinzs as diesatisfacrion with

family: separation and certain financial secrifices incurred

’,.
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due to permanent change of station (PCS) assignments. This
additional determinant was not included in the conceptual model

proposed by Blackburn and Johnson.

Problem Statement

The present promotion system can be an irritant to

- rated'foiEers. ‘There exist career and job uncertainties be-
‘Cause of the up-or-dut promotion po}icy. A rated.officer'may
be screened many times during his service life by'promotion
boards and suddenly be found of no further use to the Air
Force simply because the Air Force does not have enough pro-
mofions to go‘around._ The whole-m#h concept and the associ-
ated career broadening assignments may also be significant.
irritants. If a junior rafed officer desired to remain in
his rated ;ﬁeciglity indefinitely, his promotion potential
could be affected even if he were an expert in his field.
Ideaq'about retention of rated Air Force personnel are also
dft?n tied to the pay package and‘thg erpsiqn of benefits
iﬂste#d of the membor's attitudes and feelings..

_ There exists a need to improve the retention of USAF
pilots and navigators with less than eleven years TAFMS. The
decision to leave the'Air Forcé depends 1arkely 6u personal
situations and circumstances. This thesis concenirutes on
the attitudes of those jun!or.officets who have voluntarily
separated from the USAF and the_siinificéht factor§ affecting

their_turnover.

18




Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 -- Tenure is a significant determinant
of turnover‘for USAF pilots and navigators in the six tov
eleven year group. | _

Hypothesis 2 -- Pay and benefits is a signficant
determinant of turnover for USAF pilots and navigators in the
six to eleven year group.

Hypothesis 3 -- Promotion is a significant determin-
ant of turnover for USAF pilots and navigators in the'six to
eleven year group. ‘

Hypothesis 4 -- Peer group integration is a signifi-
cant deterninant of turnover for USAF pilots and navigators
in tne six to eleven year group.

Hypothesis S -- Role clarity is a significant deter-
ninant of turnover for USAP pilots and navxgators in  the six
‘to eleven year group.

Hypothesis 6 -- Job eutonony nnd responsibility is
a signficant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots and navi-
gators in the six to eleven yeer group. |

' Hypothesis 7 -- Satisfection with supervisory style
is a significant determinant of turnover for USAF pilots and
nsvigetors in the six to eleven year group..

4 Hypothesis 8 -- Past assignsents is s significent
deterninant of turnover for USAF pilots and nnvigetors in the
six to eleven year group. ‘

' Hypothesis 9 -- Assignnent policy is s significant
deterninent of turnover for USAF pilots end nevigetors in the
19
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six to eleven year'group.

Hypothesis 10 -- Family considerations is a signifi-
cant de:erminant'pf turnover for USAF pilots and navigators
in the six to eleven year group. |

Hypothesis 11 -- Civilian job opportunity is a sig- .
nifiéant determinaht of turnover for USAF pilots and ﬁaviga~

tors in the six to eleven year group.z

2Wh110 civilian opportunity is not a "daterninant"
of turnover from.the model developed by Gulick and Laakman,
it was tested to determine if it 13 a signific;nt factor
influoncing rated retention. _

20




CHAPTER I1

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Data Gathering Plan

The Survey Questionnaire

The instrument used to obtain the necessary data on

junior rated officerfattitudes is the 1979 United States Air

Force Officer Exit Survey (hereinafter'referred to as the:

Exit Survey) that was administered from May 1979 tnrough
December 1980. The Exit Survey oonsisted of-§9 questions.
The first 13 que§tions provided demographiz: information. The
remaining 76 questions relate to potential factors affecting
the’ respect1ve officer' s decision to leave active duty. A

sample of the Exit Survey can be found in Appendzx A.

Survey Bias

Attitudes reflected by the survey respondents may not
be reasonably accurate reflections of the attitudes of ‘the
total nuaber of junior rated officers due to nonrespondent
bias. The bdbias could have been 1ntroduced if the attitudes ‘
nand opinions of the'nonrespondents were different’than those;

of the junior rated officers who chose to complete and return |

the Exit Survey. For’ purposes of co-parison between this thesis'

-and the previous study by Gulick and Laakman. it is assuned that
'there is no difference in the relsons for nonresponse. Any bias
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_noré'thin eleven years of TAFMS have p;obably been promoted

in the sample data of this thesis due to nonrespondents was

. assumed to be the same as the bias in the set of sample data

used by Gulick and Laakman.

In addition, the Exit Survey may be skewed in many

~cases to show assignment policies as being a primary deter-

minant of turnover. For example, an officer who receives an
assignment notification and elects to separate from the Air

Force rather than accept the assignment may view assignment

- policies as one of the top reasons for his separation.

Instrument Yalidity and Reliability .
' This Exit Survey wéé constructed by AFMPC, Survey
Branch. The instrument is, therefore, assumed valid and reli-

able by fhe authors.

Description of the Population

This research will concentrate on USAF pilots and o

navigators with at least six years and less than eleven years

TAFMS. Pilots and navigators with less than six years of ser-
vice are nornally‘still obligated to the Air Force since they
would not have conﬁleted their service connitleh:‘incurred as

a result of completion of UFT. Pilots and navigators with - :

to major and can reasonably be expected to remain in the active

force until retirement.

22



Variable Definition

Dependent Variable -

In the Blackburn aﬁd Johnson Synthesized Model pre-
sented in Fig. 1, Chapter I, the'dependent variaBle is the
1nterven1ng variable of Expectat1ons The expectation of an
individual to make the Air Force a career, expressed career
intent, is used as a surrogate measure of turnover (4:49).
Each respondent's expressed career intent was measured by his
response to Question 12 from the Exit Survey, whiéh read:l

t Think back to when you were commissioned and began |
active duty. What was your intent in regard to
making the Air Force a career?
The responses to this question were arrayed on a sesven-point
Likert scale and were given values from 1 (def1 1itely would
make the Air Force a career) to 7 (definitely would not make
the Air Force a career). | -“ |

Previous research has indicated that the career in-
tent'question is a reliable and accurate predictor of behav1or.
As cited by Blackburn and Johnson: -

Similar questions were used in the~Navai’Hea1th

Research Center and Air Force Human Resources Labora-
tory studies. These studies indicated that expressed

career intent, as measured on a Likert response scale,
is a reliable and accurate predictor of behavior (4:49].

T A D

Independent Variables

Questions 20 through 67 utilize a four -point Likert
_scale which the respondents used tc rate each variable as to

 how" nuch it contributed to their decision to separate from o 3

the Air Force. The operational definitions for-these variables
L 25 R




in this thesis will be the same as the definitions used by
Gulick and Laakman. |
| Tenure. As operationally defined for this.thesis,
tenure refers to the up-or-out management system inm the Air
Force. Tenure was measured by the responses to Questions 47
and 63. '
Career uncertainty due to up-or-out management system.

More job security in civilian job.

Pay and Benefits. Pay and benefits includeé pay,
allowances, medical and déntal benefits. coﬁmissaty and ex-
change pfivileges,'and the retirement system. The effect of

~-pay and benefits as a contributor to turnover was measured

by Questions 20-26 aad 60.
General erosion of benefits. 7
Inadequate medical and dental care for self.
Inadequate medica} and dental care for dependent(s).
Actual pay too small. |
Flight pay too small.
Annual pay increa;es.too small.

:Uﬁcertainty resulting from proposed ;hinges‘in retirement
~ systenm. . ‘ '

Higher pay inJcivi}ian,job (over the long tefm).
'Promotiqn. Promotion represents the individual's
- percéption'o£ tﬁe Air Force pronotion syséen. Promotion wés
.measurgd by responsei to Qﬁes;ion§.39-41 ;dd 67. |
Controlled OER(s) received in the past.
Othef.OER(al‘received.‘
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Promotion opportunity.
My chances of being promoted.

Peer Group'Intggration. Peer group integration is

‘ operationally defined in this thesis as the satisfaction which
a respondent.derives from pdrticipéting with others in his
work group, working with other military personnel, and being
associated with the military profession. Peer group'integra-
tion was measured by the responses to Questions 30, 34 and 6S5.
Loﬁ prestige of military profession. .
- Unhappiness with work group.
Better people to work with in civilian job.

Role Clarity. Role clarity represents the respond-

ent's perceﬁtion of various aspects of clarity of his task
within the organization (15:27). Role clarity was measured
by the responses to Questions 32-33, 49-50 and 55. |

Not enough flying time. '

-Unabie to £1y during entire career.

‘Requirement for'careet broadening asSigﬁment(s).

Policies/procedures which determine stature of an officer.

Job_Autonomy and Responsibility. Job autonomy and

‘responsibilityvdéals with the requndent's perception of the
_ambunt.and‘responsibility allowed oh his.jbb and includes'the'
extra respoﬁsibilities acqgifed by the reSpondent as a result
of flight-séheduiing an¢ ad&itionallduties; Job autonomy and
re;pénsibility were measured by Qdestions‘27-zg,'31, 48, 53-54
' and'64. o ' ‘ o - ' B
jbuty hours ;ooilong.,.- '. |
T 25

ERRFIER BNV WINE IS S TCSIUE JSCAONS 7 S Ny SPRp RS P ot S




ﬁnstable flight schedule.

Too many additional duties.

Too much ancillary training.

Too many pett? restrictions.

Lack of opportunity to demonstrate initiative.
Inadequate aufhority to carry out responsibilities.

More freedom and independence in dec1s1on-mak1ng in
civilian job.

Satisfaction with Supervisory Style. Satisfaction

with supervisory style was measured by responses to Qnestions
35-36, 51 and 52. | |
Supervision and leadership at the unit/squadron level.
Supervision and leadership abo&e unit/squadron level.
Lack, of adequate recognition.
Too many inspections.

Past Assignments. Past assignments represent the

measurement of hew previous assignments influenced the deci-

_sion to leave the Air Force. Past assignments was measured

.by Quest1ons 44 and as. | _ '
Unsatisfactory a1rcraft/Job assmgnment(s) in the past.

Unsatzsfactory locatxon of_assignment(s) in the past.

Assiggment polxc1es. Ass1gnment p011c1es rep:esents'
the degree to which present'assignment'policies influenced
pilots' decisions to leave the service. Assignment policies"'

effect on turnover was measured by the responses to Questions
142-43 and 46, |

Little say-in future assignments.

26




Inability to cross-train from one weapon system to another.

Unsatisfactory future assignment(s).

Family Considerations. This determinant was used to

ascertain the degree of influence that family.considerations
play in the turnover decision. The questions'used to measure
this determinant were 37-38, 56-57, 62 and 66,

EX&éssive-family separation due to TDY.

Excessive family sebaration due to PCS.

Spous;'s job opportunity/income. ' »

Lack of family acceptance of Air Force way of life.

More geographic stability in civilian job.

Less family separation in civilian job.

Statistical Analysis

Sampling Plan

This thesis gafhered and used the daté'collected by‘"
the Exit Survey from May 1979 through the end of December 1986.
All officers requesting a date of separation (DOS) during this
| time frame would have ﬁad an equai opportpnity ta accomplish
and return the Exit Survey. Strafified random sampiing was
applied in this theéis. The populitioﬁ under study was divi&ed
ihtovtﬁo'éubgroups: pilots‘ana'navigators. Gulick aﬁd Laaimaﬁ
only studied the effect of the ;ndepehdent variables on pilot
- turnover. We extended this effor;ito sthdy the effect of the
jndependeni vgriables on USAF naVigatora as'we11,‘ |
' The'éample of pilots consisted of 526 members of fhe
térggted’popu;ation who're;ponded to.th& E;it Sﬁrvej. A
27
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data-producing sample of 410 pilots was obtained by eliminat-
ing all feSpondents who failed to answer questions required
for this study. A data-produciﬁg sample of 130 natigators
was 6btained’in a similar manner from an original sample of

178 navigators.

Statistical Test

The f1rst step after receiving the data from AFMPC
was to separate the responses according to whether the respon-
dent was a havigator or a pilot. A value for Question 12 and
a-Vaiue for the ten independent variables was then computed.
The responses usedtto measure the independent variable togk
their values. from the four-point Likert scale. The value of
gach separate independent variable was the computed.mean of
~ the values of the response.questions»used to measure their.
respective 1ndependent variable.

' The statistical test of regress1on analys1s was used
sincé it offers a method for deterp1ning relat1onsh1ps between
two or more iariables. The . methodology is well documented.

In fact, there are several computer programs which have been
written to adapt the linear regression model to a given set

‘ of data. The conputer programs used in this thesis were the.
regfegsion.pfocedurclcbntained in the Statiﬁtical Packgggjfor

the Social Sciences (SPSS) (20:343).

The.regressibn model the authors used was:
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Yi = By * 81Xy * BXyg * BgXy3 v ByXj, * BgXys

* BXie * ByXj7 * BgXjg * BgXjg * BioXjip * €4

Y. is the observed value of the response to Question 12 of
the 1th observation (expectations)

X510 Xj20 |

independent variables (determinants of turnover)

Xis; .+: Xjyq aTe the computed values of the

Bg» Bys Byy oo Byg aTe regression coefficients, and
ei's are the error terms
Since the previous thest effort by Gulick and Laakman
used a .05 level of significance upon which to base their'staf
tistical analysis, it was felt this was an appropriate signi~
ficance level to maintain for this thesis (15:35). This not
only maintained a hizh degree of r2liability, but aided in

the cross-evaluatica of the data between the separate theses.

. gggiession Coefficientl,sr

| There is ne relation, between X and Y when B; = 0.
Thus, a test whether or not Bi = ¢ for each independent vari-
able for the model is equivalent to testing whether or not a
relationship exists between xi and Y. If it can be shown with
the preselected .05 level of significance that each fegression
'coefficient is not equal to zero, Bi p o, tnen it can be. con-
cluded that the associated independent varisble X1 should be _

included in the nodel. Bi indicates the expected change in

29
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the mean value of Y when Xij|increases by one unit while the

remaining independent variables remain constant.

Coefficient of Determination, Rzl
The coefficient of determination is one measure of

the usefulness of the regression relation. In general:
0<Rr?<

where a value of zero implies that there is no statisfical
relation exhibited between ihe independ&nt,variables. A value
of one implies a perfect lineaf relatioﬁ.- Usually,'Rz falls
somewhere between zero and one; the closer.kz is ;o one, the
greater is the dégree of linear statistical relation in the
‘observations (19:458). Gulick and Laakman proposed an esti-
mated regression function with Rz value of .98346 (15:37).
Blackburn and Johnson noted that pfevious research concerning
job katisféctidn and turnover had'indicated that 'n R? of
0.10 or better cin be éonsidered to have. practicai importance

(4:59).

Residuals 4 ’ .
The difference b@twden‘an obsor;ed value Yi ind_the
fitted value Y is called the residual. ' The aptness of the
regression nodél'was tested b} residual analysis. The resi-
duals were analyzed for randomness, nor-ality,:constanéy of
error variance, and-appropfinteness of the regression func-

tion (19:500).

30




Research Assumptions

Thé following assumptions apply to thié;rééearch:

1. There is a linear relationship bétween the inde-
pendent variables and the dependert variibie; o |

| 2. The survey instrument is a reasongbly‘vélid and

reliable tool. | o |

3. The set of sample data ié'reptésentativg of the
desired population. | |

4. Every respondenf assigns thé‘sam; degree of
 opinion to each level on the Likert scale, In other words, a'
response of 7 to,Questidn 12 would indica;é the same degree of

dissatisfaction among all the respondent$. 

Research Limitations

The,followihg limitations appl& to‘this research:

A 1. Findings are limited to apﬁlica;ionlto the atti-
tudes of those junior rated offxcars,who,ieft §¢tive duty |
* during the time frame for;which this ;he#i; vas able to col-
lect data. o . , | | "
. ‘ 2. Reseaf¢h was iinited té'infornatidh'nade available
by APMPC. | o | |

| 3. It is not possiblé to consider all of tﬁe vari-
ables which may be considered réasons'for-a'respondent's atti-
;udes'uﬁd feelings. The value of R? which will be found is

limited by the number of 1ndgpen¢ent viriabléi considered in

this study.
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CHAPTER II1I
DATA ANALYSIS RESULTS USING PILOT RESPONSES

Introduction

The basic framework and operarional definitions used
in the data analysis were presented in Chapter II'of this
thesis. This chapter presents the results of.the analysis
of data pertaining to USAF pilots in the six to eleven year
group in terms of the research objectives in Chapter I.
Chapter IV presents a similar analysis of.data pertaining to
USAF navigators in the six to eleven year grouo.

As previously mentiooed. the survey instrument used
was the Exit Survey. 4Data from this survey were orovided by
AFMPC, Survey Branch, for the period May 1979 through December
1980. This chapter is divided into two major sections,' The
first section,contains summary results that depict'tﬁe mean
response on a four-point Likert scale for each determinhnt of
'turhover. The nultiple linear regression results pertinent
to the research objectives with a brief explanation is pre-

sented in the following section of ths chapter.

Data Analvsis

Mesn Response Results

The data provided for this thesis tllowed the authors
xﬁ '

ARtk Sohaid e, ARG ool i wom s ATi o e




lm: et ‘ .
P . .
i

response results conssted of considering each individual res-

- satisfaction with supervisory stylé, past as§ignments,'assign-

'equates to a moderate contribution; and a value of 3 equates

.valid and incorporated into this analysis.| An individual case

file was considered invalid if a respondent replied with an

to review and consider on a case-by-case basis the responses

of USAF pilots in the six to eleven year group. The mean

pondent's reply to Questions 20-67 and grouping the various
questions to measure the intervening variable opportunity
and the determinant variables, tenure, pay and benefits, pro-

motion, peer group integratioh, role clarity, job autonomy, -

ment policies, and family considerations.

| The specific format of the data base provided for
this thesis'consisied of responses on a Likert scale of 0 to
3. On the four-point Likert scale, a value of 0 equates to
no contribution to the decision to leave the Air Force; a

value of 1 equates to a minor contribution; a value of 2

to a méjor contribution. A total of 526 pilots completed and

returned ;hE.Exit Survey. From this total) 410 were considered .‘

invalid response to Question 12 or any question between 20 and
67 on the Exit Sufvey{ The lejn response results are contained
in Table IV, "
' Qpﬁg;tunigy. The intérvening variable, oﬁportpnity,

wgs‘neasured by Questions 58-59 and 61 from the Exit Survey.
These questions wers highlighted in Chapter II and will not

be listed again. The responses to thesqftrree questions were

 lrrayed-on a scale of 0 to 3 as mentioned bdvc. 'Each question
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TABLE IV

Contribution to Turnover (Pilots)

-N%‘ Mil}zéa MODl::lzh-\TE' M&.zlc.m'
CONTR}BUTIQN : i ' -

Opportunity 1 bbb bbbt
Tenure | o e
Pay and Benefits bbbttt
Promotion ‘ Attt
Peer Group :

Integration
Role Clarity | B
Job Autonomy‘ R
Satisfaction with ‘

Supervisory Style
Past Aésignments »¢¢¢»¢;»¢¢?
Assignment Policies bttt ottt bttt
Family Considerations -swes L*‘ -

received,equai weight and'g,value for opﬁbrtunity was obtained
by  summing the responses and, in turn, dividing by the number
of questions. In this case the sum was divided by three.

‘This same procedure was used to measure the value of the ten

A bl ot Boan ot s s A

- deterpinants in the model. The mean value obtained for oppor-

fuﬁity was 1.771. Oppoftunity represents external factors that

s

LY

contributd to an individuai's electing to separate from an

oy

organizafion. Thb}nean response indicat’as.thatopportuuityj

had between a minor and a no¢¢ragg'coﬁtf1bution to turncver
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among those USAF pilots surveyed.

Tenure. Tenure was measured by the responses to
Questions 47 and 63. As previously mentioned, tenure is viewed
as the up-or-outbmanagement system in tne,Air Eorce._ The mean
value obtained for this determlnant variable, tenure, was
1. 673, 1nd1cat1ng that tenure policies were between a minor
and a moderate contributor to turnover.

Pay and Benefits. The determinant pay and benefits

was measured by'Questions 20-26 and 60. The responses,'arreyed
on the four-point scale, yielded a mean response ofv1.866;
lThis indicates tﬁqt the general area of pay and benefits was
between a minor and moderate contributor to the turnover of
USAF pilots completing the Exit Surveyr Pay and benefits in-'
cludes pay, allowances, heoical and dentai benefits, commissary
and exchange privileges, and the retirement system.

- Promotion. The deterninant variable pronotion was
neasured by the responses to Questions 39- 41 and 67. The mean'
response obtained was 1.112, indicating that the effectiveness
of the Air Force promotion system was perceived as slightly

above the minor coatribution level to the turnover decision.

Peer GroquIntegration. ?eer grohp integration, the .

satisfaction which a respondent derives from participating

e

with others ia his work group, was measured by’ responses to

s -

Questions 30, 34 and 65. The mean response of 1.094 indicates
this'determinent variable to be slightly above the minor con-
tribution level to the turnover decision.
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Role Clarity. The determinant variable role clarity

was measured by the responses to Questions 32-33,-49-50 and
55. Role clarity, which represents the respondent's percep-
tion of various aspects of clarity of nisjtask within the
organization, yielded a mean response of 1.409, indicating
role clarity is between a minor and'a moderéte contributor to
the turnover decision. |

Job Autonomy. Job autonomy is the. amount and res-

ponsibility ailowed on the job to include .the extra responsi-
bilities,acquired as a result of flight Soneduling and addi-
‘tionai duties. This determinant was measured by the responses
to Questions 27-29, 31, 48, 53-54 and 64Q}-The mean response
for job autonomy was 1.480, indicating that it was between a
minor and moderate contributor to the turnover decision.

Satisfaction with Superv1sory Stxle. This determin-

.ant variable refers to the perceptxon of satzsfact1on with
leadershxp,and supervision held by those pllots completing
ithe Exit Survey. Quest1ons 35-36, 51 and SS were used to
mearure th1s variable. and a mean response of 1.509 was ob-

' tained. This indicates that satisfaction with supervisory
Vstyle was between a minor and a noderate contributor, to: thel
turnover decision.

Past Assignments. This determinant of turnover was

measured using Question 44 and 45, and represented the»nensure;
ment of how previous assignnonts had contributed to the deci-
sion to leave the Air Force. A mesn rosponse of 0. 806 was
obtnined, indicating this was less than a minor contributor

36
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to the turnover decision.

Assignment Policies. Assignment policies, measured

by Questions 42-43 and 46, is the degree tolwhich present
assignment policies influenced pilots' decisions tolleave the
Air‘Force. A mean response of 2.038 was obtaiﬁed; This indi-
cates that assignment policies are between a moderate and a
major contributor to the turnovér decision.

. Family Considerations. This determinant refers to

the degree of idfluenée that family cqnsiderations play in

the turnovef deciéion. ‘It was measured using Questiong 37-38,
56-57, 62'and 66. A mean response of 1.151 was obtained,
indicating this determinant was between a minor and a moder-

ate contributor to the turnover decision.

Multiple Linear Regression

The synthesizéd model pfesented in Chapfer I (Fig. 2)

" formed the basis for the research'hypothesis of this study.
The»cbmpqtgrize¢ Statistical Packaée for the Social Scienées
'(SPSS) was used in'anaiyzing the survéy data. Regréssion-‘
analyses wéie accomplished utiliiing the”subroutine REGRESSION.
4fhe multiple liﬁplr regressiop results pertiﬁent to the

research objectives are présentedfwith an pxplanatiqnf Each
.resgarch hypofhesis is restated'and the regresﬁion re#ults

- pertaining vto ;hit hypothesis are presented. In each instance,
the null hypbtheéis,was tested af thé +05 level of significance.‘
The multiple linear equation was considered valid if an bverail o

Rz;value of .10 or better was obtained. As ﬁreviousl& stated,

37




past research in this area has demonstrated that an Rz of

.10 or better can bé considered to have practical importance.

Multiple Linear Regression Results

Hypotheses 1 through 11, presented in Chapter I,
pertain to the teﬁ determinants and the intervening variéble
opportunipy, and their effect‘upon furnover‘among USAF pilots
in the §i£ td'eleven year group. The multiple linear
regression model is expressed as an équation in Appehdix B.

The Rz

oBtained for the model was 0.10904.and'is,greater than
the required R? of .ld used as a criteria for accepting'or
rejectiﬁgrthe linear regression model. | |

. - The results of thé regression analysis froﬁ the com-
puter oufput aré summarized in Table V. The null hypothesis
(Ho)‘for the research hypotheses presented in Chapter I is’
that the-pertingnt variable is not directly rglated_to expec-
'tationﬁ,(measured by Question 12 from the Exit\sﬁrvey). That
is:’ S | ' ’

Hy: 8y - o .

ﬁlz By # 0

where 8 is the regression coefficient.

L O

‘Each tibulated F-statistic from the regression'analy- B P
sis computer output was compared to a critical F-value of 3.84.
A tabulated Ffét;tistic greater than 3.84 implied the null

hypothesis be rejected. -

prothesisrTesting

The first hypothesis--tenure is s sighifican;
B . 38- N . .
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determinant of turnover--was ﬁot supported by fhe research
data. The tabulated F-statistic of 0.987 is less than the
required critical F-value of 3.84. Therefore, we accept the
null hypothesis and conclude the relationships between tenure
~and expectations is not statistically significant (B1 = 0).
The s2cond hypothesis--pay and benefits is a signi-
ficanp_determinant of turnover-;was suppbrted by the research
data. The tabulated F-stétistic of 5.702 is greater than the

required critical F-value of 3.84. Therefore, we reject the

null hypothesis and accept Hl that Bz_f 0. The relationship -

between pay and benefits and eﬁpectations is Statistically
siénificant. |

The third hypothe51s-'promot10n is a s1gn1£1cant
determinant of turnov-r--was not supported by the research:
data. Tie tabulated F-statistic 0.714 is less than the re-
quired critical F-value of 3.84. Therefore, we accept the
null hypotheslsland conclude the relationship between promo-
tion and expectations is not statistically significant. .

‘The outtﬂ hypothesi;--feer group integration is a .
significant determinant of turnover--was'hot;supportédAby the
research data, The tabul#ied F-statistic of 2.121 is less

thaﬁ‘the'requ red critical F-value of 3.84. AThereforé, we

aétept the null hypothesis and conclude‘the relationship bet-

ween peer gro p integration and expectations is not statisti--

cally significant. ‘ ‘
Tﬁe fifth hypotﬁesis-erole cla;ity is a significant
determinant of turnpver--ﬁas not supported by thg.researéh
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data. The“tabulatedfF4Statistic of 1.116 is less than the
required critical F-value of 3.84, Therefore, we accept the
null hypotheSis and conclude that‘the relationship between
role clarity- ‘and expectations is not stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant.
The sixth hypothesis--job autonomy and respon51b111ty

is a sién1f1cant determ1nant of turnover--was not supported by
the research data. The tabulated F-statistic of 0.229 is less
than the required critical P-value of 3.84. Therefore, we
accept the null hypochesis and conclune that the relacionship
between‘job autonony and enpectations is not statistically |
significant. |

- The seventh hypethesis--satisfaction with supervisory
style is a significant determinant of turnover--was supported |
by the research data. The tabulated F-statistic of 15.507 is
greater than che reqnired'critical F-vaiue of 3.84. Therefore,
. we reJect the null hypothes1s and accept Hl. The relationship
between satzsfactxon thh superv1sory style and expectations
is statistlcally sxgn1f1cant.,
The eighth hypothesis--past assignments is a s1gn1f1-b
cant deterninant of turnover--was not supported by the research
data. The tabulated F- statistic of 0.337 is less than the
required critical F-value of 3.84. Therefore, we accept the

null hypothesis and conclude that the relationship between

past assignments and expectations is not statistically signifi-

" cant, , , _ .
The ninth hypothesis-jassignaent policies is a signi-
ficant determinant of turnover--was supported by the research




déta. The tabulated F-statistic of 5.586 is éreatér than the
required critical F-value of 3.84. ITherefore, we reject the
null hypothesis and accept Hl. The relationship between
assignﬁent policies and expectations is statisticélly signifi-
cant, N | |

The tenth hypothesis--family considerations is a
significant determinant of tﬁrnover--was'hot suppofted by the-
research data. The tabulated F-statisfic‘of 3.429 is less
than the required critical F-value of 3.84. Theréfore, we

accept the null hypothesis and conclude that the félationship

between family considerations and expectations is not statis-

ticaliy significant.

The eleventh hypothesis--civilian job opportunity is o

a significant determinant'bf turnover--was supported by the
research data. The tabulated F-statistié'of 8.420 is greater
ghan the required critical F-vglue of 3f84' Thereférg, we
reject the null'hypo;hesis aqd accept Hi' The relationship
between civilian job opportuniti and expectations is statis-
tically signifiéant. o

Aptness of. the Linear Rpg;esﬁion
Model

A determination of the apthess Qf,the iineaf;reéreSA
sion model was'peiformed through examination of:fhe‘residuals
obtained from the éomputer output by the utilization‘of the
SPSS subroutine REGRESSION. As previously mentioned, a resi-
dual is a deviation of an observed Y, ffon an éstinated Yy
value (see Appgndix B). Ip regre;;ion analysis;\ffbidugls,arg
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measures of the error component, €y Possible violations of
tke underlying assumptions of regression analysis were evalu-
ated through an examination of a plot of all residuals. An

. examination of this plot'for the research data used in this
thesis suggested that the error variances were appreximately
equal,  The plot Suggested that the assumption of linearity'
was reasonably valid since estimated values scattered randomly
around a.straiéht fitted line. '

An examination of the plot of the standardized resi-
dual 1nd1cated that the d1str1but1on of the error terms was
normal with a mean of zero. Hence. the analys1s of the resi-
duals revealed that the hypcthesized regression model (see

Appendix B) was valid.

Summary and Comparison

The tontribution to turnover of the intervening'variAble,
»opportunity. and the ten determinants was presented in Table
IV. While thevuean'resgﬁnses obtained for,these factors by’
iGuiick agd,LaaLﬁan were'arrayed on a ten-point Likert’scale
as Opposed to‘the_four-point_hikert scale enpioyed~in this
Jthesis; there is asstrikinglsinilarity between the results of -
the two theses. For example, this thesis aiso'found that
assignnent p011c1es of the Air Force had the highest nean res-
ponse as far as being a contribution to turnover.

While the Gulick and Laakman thesis sought to deter-‘
.Inine the most statisticsl}y significant deteruinant'to the

_turhover decisien, this,thesisldid-not attempt to rank order
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the factors. Rather, we demonstrated statistically fhrough
use of multiple linear regression wha; the most significant
determinants are that affect the turnover of USAF pilots in
the six to eleven year group. This thesis found that oppor-
tunit}, pay and Benefits, satisfaction with supervisory style,
and assignment policies were statistiqglly the most signifi-

cant determinants of turnover.
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- to eleven year group regarding the degree to which separate

- Air Force are presented in Table VI. o ]

CHAPTER IV
DATA. ANALYSIS RESULTS USING NAVIGATOR
RESPONSES

Introduction

This chapter preseats the results df the analysis of
data pertaining to USAF navigators with between six and eleven
years TAFMS. As previOusly}mentioned, the Exit Survey was the
surQey instrument used to perform this analysis. The same
intervenihg variable of opp-rtunity and the ten determinants
of turnoﬁer cited in previousvéhapters were employed in this
analysis of iurnqvér among navigators. The methods §f analy-
sis performed in Chapter 111 pertaining'to USAF pilots were
used to analyze the requﬁses of USAF navigators. As pre-
viously m?n:ioned, the sample of navigéfors used'in‘this study
was 130 of the 178 navigators who completed and returned the

Exit Survey fron May 1979 through December 1980.

Data Analysis

Mean Response Results

The opinions exprissed by USAF navigators in the six.

o «-..‘A“;‘A,w, :5',,.; EE R A -

deter:innnt; affected.thoir'ultinate decision~tq'lea§e'thé ' . ;

For each of the 130 respondents. who completed 2 survey,
, o 1
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TABLE VI

Contribution to Turnover (Navigators)

N0 MINOR MODERATE  MAJOR
CONTRIBUTION
Opportunity  aaaaaa
Tenure. o o
Pay and Benefits BRasssssanssaastossl
Promotion ' Attt
Peer Group
Integration - 'ﬂ""'
Role Clarity ‘ e e
Job Autonomy A R
Satisfaction with T
Supervisory Style
Past Assignments EEaa e e oo oo
Assiﬁnment Policies .*+¢»+¢¢»¢a*¢;¢‘**¢‘¢¢
Family Considerations PUSTTITTOUO

a value was caiculated to determine. the contribution each
determinant made towqrd‘in individual's decisicn to leave the
Air Force. Thiszalue was.the mean value of the éuestions
Previodsly'éqntioned that were used as measures of each - -ter-
.;1nint. A value of 0 indicatod that a factor.made no v’n;fi-A
bution toward influencing ﬁﬁoidocision to Ieave‘;he.Air ?or;e;
j A:value of 1, 2, or 3 indicated that the determinant lade 
‘eitherva}ninor,’nodefyte; or major contfibution.jxéspectiygiy.* ;
; Subsoqﬁehtly.-tho mean value for each determinant for the

“Q,n




entire sample of 130 tompieted'surveys was calculated.
Assignment oolicies was the on;y determinant that
made between a moderate and a major contribution to the deci-
sion to leave the Air Force.. The other determinants, with
the exception'of peer group integration and_past»assignments,v
made between a minor and a noderate contribution to the'turn-‘
over decision. Peer group integration and past assignments
were slightlynless than a minor‘contributor to the turnover
decision. 'No.one determinant was renked as having made a

‘major contribution to the decision to leave the Air Force.

Multiple Linear Regression

The synthesized model presented in Chapter I (Fig. 2)
formed the basis of the research hypotheses of'this'anelysis
lof USAF nav1gators in the six to eleven year group. The |
computerized Statxstical Package for the Soc1a1 Sc1ences (SPSS)
was used in analyz:ng the survey data. Mu1t1p1e regression

. analyses were ' accomplished using the subroutine REGRESSfON.

Multiple Linear Regression Results
The hypotheses tested in Chapter III perta1n1ng to

reseerch data on pilots are identical. to those tested against
reseerchvdate on navigators and will not be ‘repeated in this -
chapter. The same nultivariete lineer regression nodel as
expressed in equation form in Appendix B also applxes. The
multiple lineer regression results from the computer output
are presented in Teble VII. '

The overnll Rz obteined for this model was 0. 24860,

AN a7
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which is greater than the required R? of 0.10 that was used as
a criteria for accepting or réjecting ;he.overall linear re-
gression model. . |

As previously stated, the null hypothesis (H0) for.
the research hypotheses preéented in Chapter I is that the
pertinent independent variable is not directly related to ex-
pectations ‘(measured by Question 123ffom thevsxit Survey).

In each instance, the null hypothesis was tested at the .05
level of significance. This is the same level of‘¢onfidence-
we employed in Chapter III ahalyzing*the responses of USAF |
pilots. ' '

The tabulated F-statistic from the regression analy-
sis computer output (Table VII) for each determinant was com-
paréd to a critical F-value of 3;92;‘ This'critical F-value
is different than the one used in'Chapter III because the
sample size of navigator responses was smaller than the sample
size of pilot responses. A tabulaigd“F-statistic greater | .
than 3.92 implied that the null hypothesis (H,) be rejected
" and Hl'accgpted.' Acceptance of H, inpligs that the fg!ation-' -
ship between the respective dotetninantvand'expectationsqis
:statistically significant, In other:words,_atéeptahce-of'ﬂl
implies tﬁaf the respective determinant ig.statistically a
significant doterninint influencing thé turnover of'ﬁSAF navi-
gators in the six to eleven yéar group. ' ‘

A réviev of the multiple linear regression butput in
" Table VI} :eveals thit pay and benefifi, satischtioﬁ with-
supervisory style, tnd-assijnnent‘policies wefu'the,only

Y




statistically significent determinants influencing the turn-
over of USAF ‘navigators in the.six to eleven year group.

Based on the tabulated F-st;tistic,‘it was determined that the
other determinants were not statistically significant at the
.05 level.of significance. As such,.they were not considered
significant factors influencing the turnover of USAF naviga-
tors in the six to eleven year group.

Aptness of the Linear Regr ession’
“Mogel

Analyses of the resxduals pertaining to the research
data concernlng navigators was accomplished. The plot of the
residuals for the data suggests that the error variances are
approximately equal. Additionally, the plot of the residuals
also suggests that the assumption of linearity is reesonably
valid as the observations scatter at random around a straight
fitted line. An examination of the plot of the.standardized
residuals also indicated that the distribution of the error
‘terms are normal with a mean of zero. |

The analyses of the residuals obtained fron the SPSS
co-puter output revealed that the regression model hypothe-

.sized in Chapter II was apt,

Sumnery‘and Comparison
| | Among USAF navigators in ‘the six to ‘eleven year group,

. the mean response results presented in Table VI reveal that

assignment policies was the only determinent between a moder-

ate endrs major contribution to the decision to leave the Air
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Force. This is identical fo the results pregented in Chapter
III of this thesis concerniﬁg those USAF pilots from the same
year group. It is also the same result obtained by Gulick
‘and Laakman in their thesis effort. A comparison of the mean
response for each determinant for navigators in this study
versus the mean réspohse for those pilots surveyed for our
research indicated that navightors and pilots tended to rate
the determinants to turnover in a similar manner. |
‘Statistically, the factors influencing those naviga-
tors surQeyed for this research were pay and benefits,
aséignment”policies, and satisfaction with.shpervisory st&le.,
Opportunity was not a statigtiéally siénificant determinant
inf}uencing the turnover decision among navigators as it was
among those pilots surveyed for this research. We attribute
this to the predominant influence of the commercial airline

industry's hiring of pilots.

s1




cluded.

' CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS AND
CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

One of the challenges facing the Air Force as a
whole is to imprdve retention within the rated force égd over-
come the deficits currently being experienéed in the pilot
and navigator career fields. Figures 3 and 4 highlight:the
current and projected deficits for the rated force. In the
words of General Lew Allen, Jr., Chief of Staff, United |
States Air Force:

. . retaining quality perple has never been more
critical for us. Preserving experxence levels is
absclutely essential if we are to maintzin an ade-

quate state of readiness [1: 49].
.The thread 0of this thesis has been to determ1ne the

significant factors.gffecting the decision of USAF pilo;; and

naviﬁators in the six to eleven year group to leave active

duty. Our data encompussed responses to the Exit Survey from _

pilots and navizators from May 1979 through December 1980.

‘During this same period 2 264 pilots and 641 navigatots

'e;ected to separate from the Air Force (5). These numbers -

reflect voluntary separations with voluntary retirements ex-
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The accuracy that can be achieved in the measurehent
of attitudes is limited. At the same time, these attitudes-
cannot be ignored. An attempt to survey and measﬁre the atti-
tudes éf United States Air Force rated'personnel is gssent131 
in determining factors or possible contributors affecting
turnover. It must also be recognized that when déalinglwith

.sbciological research, the results reflect values and percep-
tions at a single point in time. The attitudes and behaviors

of an individual are dynamic and subject to change over time.

Analysis Summary

As a result of the statistical analysés of Chaptefs
III and IV, the following relationships were cnnf1rmed A
p1lot with more than six years but less than cleven years TAFMS
had expectations that were not being met by the Air Force.
These discrepancies have‘prompted his decision to separate
from the Air Force. 'Among several‘factors studied,'pay and‘
benefits; opportunity, satisfaction with supervisory“style, |
and aésignment policies were‘found'to'be statistically signi-."
ficant factors affect1ng the turnover' of USAF pzlots. In other
words, the association between these factors and expectat1ons
was greater than a chance occurrence. We also found nav1gator$‘
. . in the same yeaf group§ had expectations which were not being
met. Pay and benefits, satisfaction with supervisory style,
.and assignment policies were also found to be statistically
'significant factors affecting the turnover of na?igators in
thé Air Force. _Although navigators varied on some issues when:
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comparing the mean response of the determinants of turnover
for navigétors versus pilots, they were basically in concur-
rence'wifh pilots‘concerning the factors they félt'most‘
affected their decisionlfo leave the Air Force.

The data collection instrument employéd in this re-
search‘ﬁas not specifically designed to test the variables
listed'in this study. -Hdwever, the researchers felt that the
data base that resulted from the Exit Survey could be used to
investigate and test the theoretical models presented in

Chapter I.

The Air Force Response

External
| Typically, the Air Force response to retention

efforts has been to concentrate in the area of pay and benefits.
Légisiation had beén'enacted within the previous twelve-month
pericd to impfove the general pay‘and benefits of militéry
'wgembers.. For'exgmple, the Defensg Authorization Bill, signed
into law S September 1980! pro?iaed for an 11.5 percent,
across-the-board incfease in ba;ic:pay and an increase in
Continentai United States (CONUS) per diem rates.. The |

'OGLA-Nunnlwafner Bill, signed iﬁto law 8 Septeﬁber 1980, bro-
- vided for a 25 perceht increase in officer and eqlisted flight'
pay,vraise& the bgsie ailoﬁﬁnce for'sﬁbsistence (BAS) by 10
percent as of 1 Septgmber 1960; and created a CONQS variable
housing'allowance to help'defrgy the costs associa;ed with
living 1nAnonjgdvernmént-fanilf quarters (7216).
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Additionally, a $32.6 billion increase in defense
spending, to include a S.S'percent7pay,raise effective 1 July
1981 and an additional 9.1 perCent'roise effective 1 October
1981 has been proposed by Secretafy:of Defense Caspaf~Wein-

"berger (27:4). The Secretary-ofADefense-told the Senate Armed
Services Comnit;ee that'in‘additionAto the pay roises, the
Reagan Administration would ;ike.§Z4S million in fiscai year
(FY) 1981 and $893 milliontin"FY 1982 to improve the quality
of life of military personnelf

Althougb funds have‘not been appropriated by the
Congress, Depértment of DefensevDifective-1340.14, dated 16

. Januéry 1981, establishes Depnrtment of Defense (DoD) policies
concerning the paymentlof a'continuation-bonu54to'aviation
career officers who.agree,to extend their period of active

duty (36:1). Entitled Special Pay for Aviotion Career Offi;

cers Extending Period of Active Duty, the DoD policy is that

the continuation bonus shall be‘used where sbortages of quali-
fied officers in aviation specialities exist, or are projected. .
Tbe directiue;further states che continuation bonus shall'bel

' 11m1ted to cr1t1cal retention poxnts where the bonus can be
expected to affect retent1on (36 2).

o The continuation bonus plan for ‘aviation career offi-
cers submitted by the Air- Force to Congress would recognlze

, pzlocs and navigators with six to fifteen years of aviat1on
service as-éligible. The largest bonuses would go to the more
junior offxcers making the longest comnitnent (11 1). Table _
VIII shows the continuotion bonus schednle submitted by the
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TABLE VIII

Continuation Bonus Schedule

Years of Aviation ‘Bonus Per Year
Service ' Length of Agreement '
2 yrs. 3 yrs. 4 yrs.
More than 6 -
Less than 10 , $3600 $4200 - $4800
More than 10 ° '

Less than 12 - 2600 ’,3200 3800

More than 12 :
Less than 14 1800 2400 3000

More than 14 ,
Less than 16 - 1200 1800 2400

Air Force.

The Air Force plan is based on years of aviation ser-
vice.-bFor example, a young rated officef'with more fhan six
but less than ten years of aviation service could receive

bonuses of 33600, 54200 and $4800, respectlvely, for two, "

' three, and four-year extensions of h1s service commitment (11:

9). . The continuat1on bonus is not des1gned to be a permanent
benefit, and improvement in.pilot and navigator retention could
result in payment reductieh or elimination. Accofding to
Deputy Defense Secretary Frank C. Carlucci
,We “have developed a DoD program which will serve to
- reduce our aviator shortages. This program will con-

' centrate the use of the pay in the retention-intensive
~ years of aviation service. . . [11 9].

»Senior'Air ?orce'leader;hip has devoted much effort

to winning Congressional approval of increased benefits for
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service members. Although full pay comparability for some
specific skills, such as pilots, may never be achieved, the
authors feel poﬁitive steps have been taken and the future
definitely looks brighter. But increased pay is not the only
answer to the.retention'problem. Neither is it a problem that
lends itself to a permanent solution. Pay has concerned mili-
tary officers since the Newbﬁrgh Address in 1781, when dis-
gruntled officers demanded that Congress give them back pay
'that was due to them (16:16). Pay problems will probably
contiaue to exist into the future but recent steps toward
m111tary -civilian pay comparability has, at least temporar1ly,
increased the attractiveness of military serv1ce, according

to AFMPC officials (22). AFMPC officials contend that job
responsibility, challenge. and the call to patriotism will

._counterbalance any remaxnxng financial discrepancy (22)

|
Env1ronment

The Air Force could idly ope that the above conten-
tion will ' hold true. Thzs hope mu t,-however, be tempered
with ceftain realizations. For ex mple, there are ceftain
conditioﬁsjin:the enviionmentuin which the Air Force operates.
ovef which it has no real control.| For instanee, ferecasts
show that the airlines'could»potentially hirellg,ooo pilots
over the next ten years (14). As Hig; S‘shows,,this number

will exceed the total Air Force and Navy separation eligibles

for the same time frame, eHistoricrlly, USAF pilot retention

- rates appear'ee be related to comm rcialreirlinefhiring (see‘
Fig 6). _ N S
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Obviously, the Air force cannot‘coﬁpete dollar for
dollar with private industry, which may decide to bid.for the
Air Force pilst or navigator résoﬁrce. IOn the other hand,
the Air Force could incfease its efforts to promote the Air
Force "way of life" theme. These efforfs must encompass more
than merely manufacturing fed,'white and blﬁe bumper sticiers.

The Air Force "way of life" should be prqmdted-not
only to potential Air Force members dufing the recruitment
process, but also to its active duty rated force as well.

"One key is for the Air Forcé to continﬁe-“recrqiting" active
duty members befdre the civilian:job market “récruits"zthem
into its perceived greenef pastﬁfés. A need exists to high-
light the many benefité not'direétly related to monetary
compensation, such as base officef-clubs, recreational facili-
ties, and inexpensive childcare and preséhool'facilities
available to the ratedAofficer.Andfhis family. The schooling
and training opportuniiies open td'the'rate& officer also need
" to be highlighted. Educational opportunities_for ihdus;ry
managers, after being hired, ar§ narkedly less. On the aver-
age; @ civilian manager acéumu;ates épprﬁxinately twehty weqks
of development training from the time he finlsh§s college until
the time he becomes a corporation pfesident (18:i3). '
.Comnents from officers returning to active duty via
the Reservg Recall Program‘enphasize‘the value of the Air
Force "way of life;§  The_Reservo Reca11.Progra- was approved
‘in June 1978. Air Force Reserve:§nd Air‘Nagional Guard offi-
cers who apply and are’othgrwise‘qualified for duty ﬁay;bé '
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recalled to active duty. Among the officers who have returned
to active duty via this program and who were contacted by
AFMPC to ascertain wﬁat prompted them to return to the Air
Force, varying comments werelreceived (29, 3C). 'A person
may work for some companies for five years before becoming
eligible for four weeks paid vacation.' .'The Air Force gives
responsibiiities that the civilian world is unprepared to

give a newlemployée.' 'The Air Force offers the opportunity
to travel té'new places and meet new ﬁeople, and provides

free dental and medical care and legal advice.' The most fre-
quent reasons ﬁilots and névigators listgd as factors for
'returning to active duty were, first, the opportunity to fly
again and, second, the Air Force “way of life" (37:A-2).

It is inte;esting to note among the letters feceived
by AFMPC fron.those rated officers returning to active-duty
that none were written by pilots who had quit the airlines
to return to the Air Forcq; ‘This suggests the hypothesis
than, unless furibughed. the Air Force is not going to get its
pilots back once thef have been hired by civilian .airlines or
fréizhter services. This hiuhligﬁts'the'point that effortsl
need to:be nade tu help Air Force pilots fuliy réalize how
valﬁaple the Air Force ﬁﬁay of life" is to them, personallf,
before leaving activé_dhty with the perception that they will
be,hired by the airlines..

Internal .

The Air Force has only touched on in'aren over which

* it has direct influence, assignment fdliciéi, ‘Alr Force
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Pemphlet 36-6, the Assignment Information Directory (AID) is
a recent innovation by AFMPC officials. This- publication |
ﬁteyides a view of how the rated officer assignmentlprocess
,bpgraie; and discusses assignment issues of current interest
to aircrews (34:2)i AFMPC has stated that'responses ffom the
field indicate that the AID has helped aircrews and unit
_:fcommanders participate in the assignment process in an informed
" and more productive manner. '
| On the whole, however,.the'efforts to effectively
ciimprpve the hssignmcnt policies of the Air Fbcce have been
,sconsiderably less preoductive than the pay and benefits issue.
This is true in Spiie of the fact that payris an area over
~which the Air Force does not have direct control. This is an
empirical fact, not just a subJective opinion. Aésignment
policies has continued to be a maJor factor affecting the
decision of a junior rated officer to separate from the Air
_“Fofce; | | |
| In their AFIT thesis completed in 1980, Gulick and
Laakman nade some recommendations with regard to the assign-
.ment policies of the Air Force (15:66). One proposal was to
allow a pilot to select}the weapon system group of his choice~‘
if he was not satisfied Qith'his current weapon system group.
.This would be done at the end of a pilot's'first active ducy
service commitment, typically the sixth year of avxation
service. and would be a one- time-only career choice. Although
'an anelysis is beyond the scope of this thesis. we feel this
'proposal has some nerit and should be extended to include
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.both pilots and navigators. Assigning a rated officer to a

~particular weapon system group upon iniﬁial completion of UFT

and expecting him to remaih satisfied and choose tb remain in
the Air Force is a little unréaSonable, A serious study to
include an analysis of the costs associafed with such a pro-
gram should be undertaken. ‘

Another study that should be undertakem by AFMPC
personnel officials, or as thé subject of an AFIT thesis, is
an investigation of the feasibility of instituting some type
df time-freeze contract'system for rated officers. Under this
system, a rated officer would be offered the opportunity to
enter into a contract prvagreement with .the Air Force whareby
the'Air Force, with ;oncurrencé of the service memper, would
agree to leave an‘individual,assigned-to»a location for a par-
ticular number of years. Length of guaranteed assignment and
the number of occasions an individual would be eligibie for
this program would have to be determined based on manning and
asSignmentfrequifgments of the Air Force.

'This proposal would offer two sdvéﬁtages that warrant

.its further study. Fifst,‘this proposal wou1d~addfess the

vprqblqn that exists with regard to the tiniﬁg of a particular

assignment. It is the perception of the authors and of cer-

tain AFMPC officials that a rated officer may elect to separate

from the Air Force not because he objects'to,the'agsignment.

but because of the timing of the assignment (17). It may be

| an extremely sensitive time for him and his family to move due

"to school, dppendent nediéil'tréagleﬁt rééqireuents, or the
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current status of his spouse's employment, for example. Exten-
sive study of the feasibility of this proposal should be con-
ducted before it could be considered for édoption.

The second advantage this proposal offers the Air
 Force is to save money. Reassignment of an individual costs
the Air Force money in travel pay, dislocation allowance,
household goods movement, etc. Fewer PCS moves cculd net the
Air Fdrce a savings dollars that oftentimes are all too.
scarce. |

The time-freeze céntract would allow an individual
an extended period of time at ﬁis current duty location fer
a reasonable purpose. There is not much the Air Force can do
about the locaiion of a job, but pefhaps it can offer increased
~ control of the timing inolved. This would be a positive step
toyard maﬁaging people versus managing statistics and using

peondle to make those hoped-for statistics come true.

The entire area of rated retention must be addressed

in yiew of those factors affecting fhrnover_yhich can be dealt
' with'internally; thosé'extqrnal factors'in which the Air

Force can have only indirect influence, an&'those“factors
thch‘aré simply part of the.enyitonnent in which.the Air
Force operates but over which it has no real'conftol. Assign-
'f;ent poli;ieslis a faétor which,can be:dealt with 1ﬁterng11y.

~ but which has received considérlbly less attention than pay

and bohqfiti. ?ay and benefits, while extremely important,
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is an cite;nal factor over which the Air Force can have only

" an iﬁdirect influence. Civilian job opportunity is part of
the exfernél environment in which the Air Force operates, but
0vef which it has no real control. It has been suggested that
rafed'officérs, however, cogld be given aid in seriously con-
sidering the value of the Air Force '"way of 11fe" before being

lured into the civilian job market.

" Recommendations

As previously defiﬁed, the questions used'to'determine
thg?factors affecting the turnover of pilots and navigators
in the six to eleien year group that comprised thé data base
fdfithis thesis were'arrayed'on a four-point Likert scale of
0 fhrough 3. This differs from the 1980 AFIT thesis cgmple;ed'
by Ghiick and Laakmén. Their data base used a tén-point Likert
scale of 0 through 9,»Which is the scale that appears on the |
Exit'shrvey. The data provided by AFMPC for this thesis '
had'ﬁeen recoded to a_four-point.scale at AFMPC's difection.
' This factor may account for fhe’significantly weaker Rz va1u§
we. obtained as opposed to thét'obtained by Guiick and Léakmah.
Ip the future, for research purpose?, we recommgnd that the
' daté not be re;odéd.‘ A better definition as ;6 how strongly
‘an individual feels about a pérticular'issue affecting his
separation from the Air Force could ihereby be obtaiﬁed.

The data collection instrument employed in this
thes1s, the Exit Survey, was not specifzcally designed to test ,
the varzables listed- in th1s study. In the future, a survey
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could be administered on a regular basis in order to trace

the changing opinions of individual rated officers over time.

This future study should be designed to more specifically

' measure expectations, opportunity, and the other determinants

of tu?nover. However, the authors of this thesis feel that
the data base that resulted‘from the Exit Survey could be
used to investigate and at least pértially fest the theore-
tical models presented in Chaptér I. | _
Finélly,,we recommend. further reséarch and stpdy be
undertaken concerning our two proposals’to:improve the éeneral

assignment policies of the Air Force.

Conclusions

This thesis has been an effort to determine the fac-

.tor or factors affecting the turnover of pilots and navigators. .
! Y . . .

Previous research by the Blackburn'and JohnSon'team and the

'Gulick and Laaksan team were used to assist in conceptuali-

zing and structuring ;hié research effort.
“As previbusly mentioned, the United States Air Force
Officer Exit Survey was used as the data base for this thesis.

The results,for‘May 1979 through Decémbér_lQﬂO were used and

consisted of 410 pilot respondents aﬁd 130 navigaior'respon-'-.

dents. _
One thing this research has shown is‘that no one
factor is the sole cause of the‘problems the Air Force has

experienced in its retention of pilots and navigators. This

is to be expected when dealing with a pe}kbﬁal decision such |
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as the decision to leave the Air Force. In the case of pilots‘
and navigators, we were able to determine which factors had a
statistical relationship with the turnover decision. In turn,
recommendations were made by the authors for possible improve-
ments in the assignment policies of the Air Force. Our efforts
were directed in this area since we felt less at;ehtion had
been given this factor than others such as pay.
| Ratedjofficer retention is a concern that must contin-

ually be. addressed and not placed on the back burner when reten-
tion rates are good. Indeed, we can make this same commenf
regarding all Air Force'personnel‘and the many and varied
speciélty codes they represent. In working with the Congress
concerning areas which the Congress controls and doing every-
thing it can to improve those internél factors over which the .
Air Force has a great deal of jurisdiction, perhaps the Air
" Force can\alleiiate or make less severe any problems it might
‘face in the future in retaining its rated personﬁel. Our

effort has not been to alienate'anyone, but rather to voice

- what we feel are some valid concerns among the rated force.
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APPENDIX A
AIR FORCE EXIT SURVEY
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PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

In accordance with paragraph 30, AFR 12-35, Air Porce
Privacy Act Program, the following information about this
survey is provldnd:

a. Authority. 10 0U.S.C., 3012, Secretary of the Air
Force: Powers and Duties, Delegation by.

. b. Principal Purpose. Survey conducted to identify
factors contributing to officers'’ decision to separate
from the Air Yorcs.

c©. Routine Use. The survey data will be converted to

statistical information for use in evaluating AF programs
and policies. i

d. Participationh in this survey is cnéi.roly voluntary.

e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against
any individual who elects not to participate in this survey.
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OFFICER EXIT SURVEY

INSTRUCTIONS: Indicate your answers by circling appropriate letters in this
question booklet. Select only one response to each question.

20

3'

4.

5.

.

~ What ﬂ# your active duty component?

DEMOGRAPHICS

What is the first digit of your duty AFSC? (If your duty AFSC were 6724,

you would circle the letter G on your booklet for question l.)

Ao O €. 20 E. 4 G. 6 1. 8
B. 1 D. 3 P, S H. 7. J. 9

What is the second digit of your duty AFSC?

A. 0 ¢, 2 E. 4 G. 6 1. 8
B. 1 p. 3 F. 5 H. 7 J. 9

What was your aeronautical rating and primary duty when you decided to
separate?

A. 1 was not rated ,

B. Pilot, primarily flying duty .

C. Pilot, primarily non-flying duty

D. Navigator, primarily flying duty

E. Navigator, primarily non~flying duty

rF. Other

To which organization are you assigned?

A. Alaskan Air Command . ) N. Air Force Data Automation
B. US Alr rorce Academy Agency
C. Asvogspace Defense Command 0. Alr Force Audit Agency
D. US Air Porces in Burope . P. Military Airlift Command
E.  Air Porce Accounting and Pinance Q.  Pacific Air Porces
P Alr Porce Logistics Command R.  Strategic Air Command
‘Ge Alr Force Systems Command L S.  Tactical Air Command
‘He | Alr Reserve Personnel Canter T. USAF Security Service
1. Alr Training co-and u. Air Force Manpower and Personnel
"J. Alr University- Center
K. Air Porce Office of Special v. Air Porce Inopcc:ion and Safety’
Investigation : Center
L. Headguarters Air Force Reserve . Air Porce Communications K
" M. 'Headquarters USAP " Service
: : ' X. - Other

wWhat is your present gindt?

A f 0'1
B. o2
c. 03 ‘
D. O-4
E. 05

A. . Regular officer -
B. Caveer reserve officer a . ;
Ce. Reserve cfficer (non-career) i ’

What was your aqo on your last birthday?

A Less than 27 yaors old r. 31 years old
B. 27 years old : ’ G. .32 years old
C. 18 years old . n. 33 years old
D. . 29 years old . . " 1. ' 34 years old
E. 30 years old ) Jo 3S years or over
: AN . : 1 ' . . '
N . : : oL o o -




10,

.

12,

13,

14.

What

A.
B.
C.

are your total years ot_act.xve iederal milicary service (TAEMS)?

Less than 4 years G. 9 years

4 vears H. 10 years

S years I. 1l years

6 years J. 12 years

7 years K. 13 years ar more
8 ycars :

are your total years of active :edenl commissioned service (TAFCS)?

Less than 4 years . G. 9 yesrs

4 years He 10 years

S years 1. 11 years

6 years o J. 12 years

71 years K. 13 years or more
8 ‘years '

is your marital status?
Married ' C. Divorced and not remarried
Never been married D. Legally separated

E. Widower/Widow

is the source of your commission?

Service Academy ‘De ROTC
OTS (pricr service) E. Direct {(prior service)
OTS ‘(non-prior service) P. Direct (non-prior service)

Think back to when you were commissioned and began active duty. What was

your intent in regard to making the Air Force a career?
A. Definitely would make the Air Porce a career

B. Probably would make the Air Porce a career

C. Leaned toward making the Air Force a careset

D. Undecided : o

E. Leaned toward not making the Air Force a career

F. Probably would not make the Air Force a 'career

G. Definitely would not make the Air Force a career
COMMENTS ¢ ' .

Including your current assignment, how many PCS moves have you had
during your Air Porce career (exclude initial active duty PCS)?

A, 1 E. 5 I. 9 o

8. 2 ) ' r. 6 . " Je .10 or more

c. 3 G. 7 .

p. ¢ - L B ‘

What is your resction to the number of .PCS mOves you have had to make?
A. Would have liked more ; '
B. - About right

C. Would have liked less

D. Would have liked none .

COMMENTS s
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15.

16.

17,

is.

19,

Overall, how satisfied have you been thh your past active duty
assignments?

A. Very satisfied . ,
B. Moderately satisfied :

c. Slightly satisfied

D. Slightly dissatisfied

E. Moderately dissatisfied

F. Very dissatisfied

COMMENTS :

Overall, how satisfied has your lpodie/ta-ily'bcon with your past assignients?

A. Very sat:isfied

B. Moderately satisfied

C. Slightly satisfied

D. Slightly dissatisfied

E. Moderately dissatisfied

r. Very dissatisfied o

G. Not applicable. No spouse or family

COMMENTS ; L ' S

When first deciding whether to separate, if you could have received the
ASSIGNMENT you MOST WANTED, would you have remained in the Air Porce?

A. Yes, definitely | _ What would it have been (Job or Aircraft/
B. Yes, probably Base)?
C. Not sure/undecide .

D. No, probably not

‘B No, definitely not

Have representatives from your base briefed you on the officer career
progression plan? :

A. Yes, and the bricflng vas adoﬁgato'

B. Yes, but the briefing was not adequate
C. No ’ :
D. Not sure/don't remember

Thinking back over your total active duty service. in the Air Porce, consider
the PCSITIVE versus ths NEGATIVE aspects of your past experience in the 'Air

_Porce. In' bslance, how would you rate your career?

Ao Positive aspects far outweigh the negative

8. Poaitive aspects sCmewhat exceed the ncqattvo
€. FPositive aspects balance with negative

D. Negative aspects somewhat exceed the positive

E. HNegative aspects !ar outweigh the po«ttlvc
3
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The following statements represent certain issues which may have contributed to
your leaving the Air Force. Using the scale illustrated below, rate each issue
on how ruch it contributed to your decision to separate from the Air Force.
Although certain issues may have irritated you, we are concerned only with

those which contributed to your final decision to separate. Note that the scale
shows different degrees of contribution, from no contribution (0) to major con-
tribution (7, 8, or 9). bHeside each statement (issue) enter the appropriate
scale value (0 thru 9) in the space provided. :

0 1 2 3 4 ] 6 7 8 9
. L i 4 L 1 A 1 1 ]
No Contribution , Minor Moderate Major
Contribution Contribution Contribution

20. General rrosion of benefits

21. 1Inadequate medical and dentul care ‘tor self

22. 1Inadequate medical and dental care for dependent(s) : -
23. Actual amount Of pay too small

24. Plight pay too small ' , o : .
25. Annual pay increases too small ‘

26, Uncertainty resulting from proposed changes in retirement system
27. Duty hours too long

28, Unstable fiight zchedule

29, Too many additional duties

30. Low prestige of military profession ' .

31. Too much ancillary training ' .

32. Not enough flying time

33. Unable to‘tly during cnitro cateer

34. Unhappiness with work group'

3S. Supervision and leadership at unit/squadron level

36, Supervision and leadership above unit/squadron level -

37. Excessive family upn‘nu.o;i due to TOY

38, Excessive family oip;rntton due to ICS

-'3_9. Controlled OER{s) received in .tho pnr.r , ‘ : ——
"40. &hor OBR(s) received '

41. promotion ppporemut‘y

42. Little say in future assignments

43, xmglhi to cross-train from one weapon systea to another

ARNRARRRNRERRRARARE AR

" 44. Unsatisfactory u;cxfntt/jéb assignment (s) in the past




45. Unsqtist-ctbry logation of aslignu;nt(s) in the past
46. Unsatisfactory future assignment(s)

47,4 Career uncertainty due to up~or-out management system
48. Too many petty restrictions

49. Requirement for career broadening assignment(s)

50. Lack of oppottuntty for career broadening alllqnncnt(s)
51, ;Lack of adequacc recognition

52. Too many inspections

s3., Lack of opportunity to do-onstratcyinltiativc

$¢. Inadequate authority to carry ouq,rolponltbillticq

ss. Policies/procedures which undermine stature of an officer
56. Spouse's job opportunity/income

$7. Lack of family acceptance of Air Porce way of life

s8. Opportunity to fly with the aizYfhes

$9. Civilian job oppgrtunttics_(nénsattlinos)
.60. Higher pay in civilian job (over the long term)

61. More job satisfaction in civilian job

62. More geographic stability in civilian job '

63. More job security in civilian job

64. More freedom and 1ndipcndcnco in decision-making in civilian job
6S. Better people to work with in civilian job

66. Less family nopltitton in civilian job

67. My chaxges of being pzﬁ.ot.‘

AR RNNRRRRARRRRAA

1

You have indicated a number of factors wihich contributed to your decision
to separate. Looking back on. all of this, can you identify ONE SPECIPIC
INCIDENT/situation, or factor that convinced you it was time to get out?
In other words, °What was the straw that broke the camel's back?® (If
thers vas no single incident amd your decision was the result of .an
accumulstion of factors, please ch.ck the block below.)

[0 wo single incident
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69.

70.

7.

72.

73'

wWhich one of the factors listec below would have been most
influential in keeping you in the Air Force? (Indicate
letter of choice.)

which one of the factors listed below would have been
second most influential in kocpxng vou in the Air Force?
(Indicate letter of choice.)

A. improved medical benefits

B. Increased pay

cC. Increased flight pay, bonuses, or continuation incentivos
D. Guaranteed no changes to the present retirement system

E. Strongar senior leadership support of benefits & retxrolent tylte-
r. Career guactantee earlier than 0-4 jelectinn point

G. Reduced duty hours

H, increased decision authority at low leve. -

I Reduced TDY

J. Improved flight scheduling

K. Reduced additicnal duties

L. ' Fewer remote and overseas tours

M. Improved promotion opportunity

N, Increased control cver assignments

o. Up-or=-out manageswent system discontinued

- Pe Reduced uncertainty about neriodic pay increases and other benefits

Q. Inproved assignment location

R. Better aircraft assignment solcctton . '

S. Just be abie to fly - :

T. Increased -ons:tivlty of supervisors

U. Fly another weapon system (fighter-type, not 1ncludinq trainer)
v. Fly anothér weapon system (multi-engine type)

W. Increased prestige of military profession

X. Other (lpocity):

How long a period of time was it from when you FIRST began to have doubts
aboyt an Alr Force career until you put in your separation papers? -

A. 1 month ’ r. 10-12 wonths’
B. 2 months . G. 13-18 months
C.' .3 months : H, . 19-24 months
D. 4-6 months I. 25-36 months
g, 7-9 months . Je 37 months or more

K. Not applicable..' Never planned
to make cho AL: Porce .'caxoo:.

.

Have you dxscutuod your doclsson to sepacate with yout eo-nandor or his
Tepresentative?

A.  Yes
. No

If 10, please explains____ ‘ :

Was there an attewpt made by' ¢ commander ot his ropro-cnﬁuttvc to -
anourogo you to change your mind and ro-.tn in the Atr rorce?

A. Yes
B. No '
C. Mot nppxzcablc. My commander i: unaware of ny d-cision.

It you vere dissatisfied with the azeo-pt. please eo-ontz e




74.

75.

76.

77.

7.

B. Business services, entertainment

Would you be interested in discussing your decision to separate with a
counselor of your choice? .

A. Yes
B. No

If you have, a preference, please designate an indivtdual or office and

provide your name along with how you can be contacted:

What are your plans for the _dilto, future after separation?

A. Have job waiting .
B. . Have job offer, not yet accspted

C. Am looking for a job

D. Return to school

E. Not seeking employment or schooling

[ Part~time employment

G. s.lt-olplaynnt

H. Don’t know/not sure

X. Other

What type of employment are you interested in

A. Alrline

B. Pull-time reeerve

c. Agriculture, forestry, timzios. mining

D.. Manufacturing

B. Communication, utilities, transportation (othcr than u:nm)
r. Wholesale, retail trade

G. . Pinance, insurance, real estate

I. Education
J. DOD or military services as a civilian
K. Other federal government as a civilian
L.’ Other government .

H. Medical, legal practice, hospital, church, other.community work
A, Bot applicable. . I'm not interestad in -pl.oy-.n:.

0. Other (specity)

In the first year after upanunq. +.Ow dO you expect your. c.vuhn income
to compare with what you would have made in the Air Po.co? .

A. Civilian much higher' e. ,nulnry much higher.
'Be Civilian somevhat Mqhot P. . Don'‘t know -
C. About the same G. Not applicable

D. . Nilitary somewhat higher

Over the next five to ten years, how would you cospare your proctod
civilisn income to what you would have expected in the military?

A. Civilian much higher E. Military such highet
s. Civilian somewhat higher P, Don't know
C. About the same G. Not applicable

D. Rilitary somewvhat higher
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79.

80,

sl.

82.

83.

THE
8.

".

Do you plan to join the Guizd or Reserve?

A. Not sure D. Yes, but waiting for vacancy
B. No . E. Yes, have not yet contacted
c. Yes, already accepted by & ' the Guard or Reserve

unit

If you had to do it all over again, would you enter the Air Force

(at lease until completion of {nitial obligation)?

A. Yes, definitely D. lo.‘probably not
». Yes, probably E. No, definiteiy not
C. Not sure/don’'t know . X .

Would you recommend the Air Porce to an intsrested young man Or woman
{at least until completion of initial obligation)?

A. Yes, definitely D. No, probably not
| Yes, probably E. No, definitely not
C. Mot sure/don't know ]

Are there any other comments you would like to make?

Wuat cier questions should we ba asking to understand why officers are
separys:ng from .the Air Porce? ' . .

'

FOLLOWING QUEZSTIONS ARZ TO BE ANSWERED BY PILOTS/NAVIGATORS ONLY:

In what me jor weapon systes graup did you last por!dz! pr flying duty?

Al Piqh:or ) . G. ~Strategic Airlife (C-141,
». Tactical l.eonnolssanco C-118/137, wC~138, C=140, C-9)

(RP4, RP101, etc) B, Tacticsl Airlift (includes all
C. Inrerceptor . €=130 series) .
D, Trainer : ' I. ' Helicupter
£. Strategqic .onbcr/n-connntununcc J. Medical Evacuation
| 8 Tanker (KC/RC/22~135, E~), EZ-4 K. Mission Support
and C~7/119/123) , L. Other

Por how Bany total yesrs did you pertorm flying duty (incl primary lins

cockpit, mission aircraft, and flying training)?
:: ‘§ 5:::. H. 8 years
C.. 3 years ' 1. 9 yeaus -
D. 4 years ) 10 years
E. S years -0 ' : K. 11 years
P. ¢ years . L 12 years
G. 7 yeacrs R. 1) years or more
- S
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86. For how manv tnatal commissioned years did you perform non-flying duty (i.e.,
. support 3jobs or staff jobs which do not include missicn aircraft flying)?
A. 0 years, all my jobs were flying jobs u. 7 years
B. 1 year
C. 2 years I. 8 years
D. By Y J., 9 vears
Pl fears x. 10 years
-« § Years L. 11 years
[ years 12 ears
G. 6 vears M. 1= ¥
.- N. 13 years or more
§7. When you entered the Air Porce did you plan to use the pilot or navigator
training and tlyan experience you would gain to eventually fly tor the
airlines? . v
A.  Yes ,
B. No
C. ' Undecided
COMMENTS :
88. Would you vecommend px&ok duty in the Air Porce 5 an intersstcd young man
or woman? ,
A. Yes, definitely D. ®o, probably not
8. Yes, probably L. No, definitely not
C. Not sure/don’t know
89. would you recommand navigator duty in tu3 Alr force to an sntcrosted young

RAN Or woman?

“.
B.
c.

D.
Xe

Yes, definitely
Yes, prodadly
Bot sure/don‘t know
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APPENDIX B
LINEAR REGRESSION MODEL
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Y = 80 * lel + BZX

where

+ B,X

the dependent variable
the intercept wvalue

the potential coefficient of the
pendent var1ab1e

adscript of 8y that is the value
minant, opportun1ty

Bsxs * BgXy * B5 s * BeXg

7 * BgXg * BgXg *+ ByoXyg *+ ByyXgy

first 1nde-

of the deter-

the partial coeff1c1ent of the second thru

eleventh independent variables

adscr1pt of B,y that is the value
minant, tenure

adscript of 83 that is the value
minant, pay and benefits

' adscript of 8, that is the value

minant, promotion

adscrzpt of Bs that is the value
minant, peer group integration

‘adscript of B that is the vslue
--inant, role clarity

adscript of 8, that is the value
minant, job autonomy

adscript of Bg that is the value

of the deter-

of the deter-

of the deter-

of the detet-
of‘the deter-
of the deter-

of the deter-

minant, satisfaction with supervisory style

adscript of Bg that is the value

.-insnt. psst sssignnents o

of the deter-




Xlo = adscript of 810 that is the value of the deter-
minant, assignment policies

Xyq = adscript of 8,, that is the value of the deter-
minant, family considerations
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Captain Richard A. Bonnell graduvated from Davis and.
" Elkins College on 4 June 1972 with a Bachelor of Arts Degree
in Business Management. Ubon graduation, Captain Bonnell was
commissioned a second lieutenant through the Recerve Officer
Trainipg Corps. Hisifirst assignment ip the Air Force was as
Commander of the Headquarters SquadroﬂISection, 509th Bombard-
meﬁt'Wing, PeaSe AFB, New Hampshire, from|1972 to i976.

" In 1976 Captain Bonnell applied for and was accepted
fqr Undergraduate Na&igator Training at Mather AFB, Califcrnia.
Following completion of navigatg; training in 1977, Captain
Bonnell reported to Travis AFB, Caiifornia; for duty as a
C-141 nﬁvigator with the 86th Military Airlift Squadron. While
in this assignment, Céptain Bonnell acquired over 1,000 flving

hours in the C-141 in addition to serving:as the squadron

. _executive officer.

~ Captain Bonnell was selected for reassignment to the
22 Air Force Operations Cente; in 1979 to serve as the numbered
Air Force aircrzw resburcé manager. On 4 June 1980, he reported
to ;he'AFIT School of Systems and Logiﬁti;s. Wright-Pattersoq |
AFB, Ohio, to stﬁdy for a Master of Sqience degree»in Logistics
Managedént;_ ‘ | ‘ - A
| Capfiin Bonﬁell'has been assigned to rated Supplemeht._

duty with the 436th Supply Squadron, Dover AFB, Delaware.
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First Lieutenant Keﬁneth_D.’Hendrick graduated from
'the United States Air Force Academy on 31 May 1978 with a
Bachelor of Science Degree in History, Befofg being selected
for AFIT,.Lieutenant Hendéi;k was an air weapons controller -
gqr the 7 ACCS and was s:aiioned at Keesler AFB, Mississippi.
During ibis assignment,»Liéutenant Hendrick Eompleted Squadron
Officer School by correspondeﬁce and was an honor graduate of
the Air Greund Operations School, wkich WaS conducted‘at
Hurlburt Field. Florica. Most impo: tant, it was during this
tinme pe:‘od that he met and married his wife, Suzanne Kave.
Upon compietion 65 AFIT,:Lieﬁ:enant Hendrick will be,assigned
to Air Support Radar Teaq (ASRT) duty with the 6140th Tactical.

Control Flight at Osan AB, South Ko* :a.
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